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FOREWORD

This paper reviews the literature on governance from 1965 to 1970. The author, Harold L.
Hodgkinson, surveys the 2:ti*1éec 0f those who participate in the governing process—students, faculty,
sdministration-and ifh' uates how patterns of governance are undergoing change. Several innovative
governance models are given along with a review of related problems, such as accountability.
decentralization versus centralization, who should be repicsented, and the influence of forces cutside the
educational community. Topics for further research are recommended and an extensive bibliography
concludes the report. The author is a project director at the Center for Research and Development in
Higher Education at Berkeley.

The eleventh in a series of reports on various aspects of higher education, this paper represents one of
several types of Clearinghouse publications. Oihers include annotated bibliographies ard short reviews
based on recent significant documents found both in and outside the ERIC collection. in addition, the
current research literature of higher education is abstracted and indexed for publication in the U.S. Office
of Education’s monthly volume, Research in Education. Readers who wish to order ERIC documents cited
in the bibliography should write to the LRIC Document Reproduction S rvice, Post Office Box Drawer 0.
Bethesda, Maryland 20014. When ordering. please specify the ERIC document (ED) number. Payment for
microfiche (MF) or hard, photo copies (11C) must accompany orders of less than $10.00. All orders must be
in wiiting

Cail J. Lange. Director
ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
July 1971
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[. INTRODUCTION

Cr almost any campus, the processes of campus goverrn-
ance are dictated largely by intuition, iriational precedent,
and from-the-hip responses, with perhaps a tiny fraction
based on fact. Although we have feelings aad hunches
aboul governarce. we have learred precious little since
Machiavelli wrote his classic handbenk for all who would
play the power game.

There is probably much to be learned Jrom history on
the question of goverriance. Where could we find a more
astute political case study of tuday's governance problems
than Shakespeare's ‘“Julius Cacsar?” And, Plutarch conr
mented:

It is an observation no lcss just than common that there is no
stronge? test of a man's real character than power and author-
ity, exciting as they do every passion and discovering every
itent vice,

Take, for example, the question of age 1equirentents for
those who govern, The Roman Senate was for the most part
a council of elders (the root is Sencctus, meaning aged.
elder'y, or infirm). Its original purpose was to provide the
ruter with an advisory council, but by the time of Cato, it
had come 10 dominate the decisionmaking process, much as
some facully scnates have in our own time. (There may
even be a historica! tendency for senates to begin as
counscling groups only 10 end in a power struggle with the
ruler.) At any rate, the Roman Serate was intended to
consist of the clders, speaking mostly for themselves, they
did not really represent anybody else. But history indicates
that others have long felt that the young should have a big
hand in the process, as the Orders of Saint Bencedict statey
in525 A. D

Chapter Thice: Of calling the Bretherer, to Council. As often
as any important business has to be done " thc monastely,
let the abbot call together the whole commuyity and himself
sct forth the matter. And, having heard the counsel of the
bretheren, let him think it over hy himself and then do what
he shall judge to be the most expedier t. Now the reason why
we have said that all should be called to counsel is thal God
often reveals what is better to the younger... But if the
busincss to be done in the interests of the monastery be of
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lesser importance, let him use the advice of the seniors oply,
1t is written: Do all things with counsel, and thy deeds shll
not bring thee repentence (151)%,

This material is presented with some sense of humility for
with all the knowledge of social science at our disposal, w»
have gained little in our understanding of governing over
the years. Onc might well ask, why is the.e so little solid
research on the processes of governing? Why do we know
more about the Hopi Rain Dsnce than we do about how
and why college and university presidents are selected” |
have suggested several reasons why higher education seems
10 study everything except itself:

Governance is very hatd to stady, for some of the same red-
sons that sc .ual behavior is hard to study. In our culture,
both are considered private acts, not to be performed in
public to be obseived and commented upon by othets.
Warren Bennis relates the incident in which 2 university presi-
dent asked a group of his most prestigious professors to make
a list of the most gressing problems facing the nation. After
scveral weeks of working, the professors came up with a list
of about ten—heading the list was the topic, university organ-
ization. Then the president asked the group to fank otder the
list in crms of those problems which the university should
actually work on University otganization came in last (17).

This paper will present what we do know- nose-cc unting
surveys of wha oart cipates in governance and how these
patterns of participation are changing for various consti-
tuents; altitude surveys of what people say about participa-
tion; and v descriptive account of sevcral of the new organ-
izational structures now being tried There will also be some
discussion of such necessarily related problems as account.
ability, decentralization and centralization, representation,
and the impact of such forces as statewide coordination and
the coutls on on<ampus governance processes in higher
cducation. The paper will conclude with recommendations
for needed rescarch ia the ficld, and a bibliography. 1 will
concentrate on the literature, both published and fugitive,
from 196£.70.

*Numbers indicate the source 'a the bibliography.



1. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF GOVERNANCE

The word “governance” is a relative newcomer on the
educational scene, first brought into popular usage by John
Corson  (249). Interpretations of the .erm have since
become diffese, although there is almost always 2 juxta.
pusition possible between govermment, which has come te
wiean the strucinres of positions and roles which van be
seen on an organization chart, and governance, which is
descriptive ol the processes through which individuals
and/or groups set and control policy, implement decisions,
allocate resources, ete. The word suggests a dual focus: on
structures and on the patterns of human interaction within
tic structures. This duzlity also helps to explain why
research on govermance is 50 haid to do, as research tech
niques which are used for structures are not often com-
patible with those for analyzing interaction paiterns.

Cne reason we need a word like governance today is that
patterns of participation in governing an institution of
bigher education have become so dispersed thu. organiza-
tion charts are seldom accurate descriptors of what really
happens. In the early days of higher education, ihe word
governmient was enougn, as the president typically ran the
institution with an iron hand, and adadnistrative structuics
were so simplified thet anyone who could read the abbre-
viated organization charts knew what was whalt, esnecially
a. the top. Partly because many of the carliest colleges in
tle United Stales were relaled to some religious group,
Arderican higher education, even today, is uistinpuished by
the power given to lay boards. The increasing politicization
of the University Grants Committee in Britain suggests that
other countries may follow our fead (31.192). But the
arguments for hadng the laity represented on a chusch
governing board and the present reality of trustee boards
consisting almost entirely of lawyers and bankers who are
virtually all white and wealthy, picked Tor their econornic
and political sawy and their almost complete ignorance of
the speciiic operations of higher e¢ducation- are two very
different things (47,48,52). Most likely, this faith in (e
lay voard in education came to us from Scotland, certainly
not from the other nations from which we borrowel many
idcas, such as England. rrance, Genany, and Italy. It is
ironic that in order to be sclected for trasteeship of an
American coilege or university, one must often profess
ignorance of the actual nature of college governance,
Facuny traditionally have had littlc place on boards
(although the custom of a single faculty chair on the board
was not unknown in private colleges in the nincteentls
sentury), and except sor the president, the role of other
college administrators ¥is-a-vis the board has been ntinimal
and excecdingly ambiguous.

Styles of leadesship

Administrative styles in higher education have roughly
followed those of industiy over tac years, with a dclay
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period of several decades. When industry was dominated by
the empire builders and captains of industry, tl:ese power-
ful men, sitting as trustees. naterally sclected men like
theinselves Tor the presidency ut colleges and universities. It
autocracy vorked in a factory. why not on campus? Thus.
the faculiy were often seen as hited hands, subordinate 1o
the whime or the presideni. In such a climate. structures
and prosrams could be quickly changed thuough the now
famous *“get it done and let them how!” style of leadership.
The Western Electric experiments in thor Hawthorne,
Massachusctts, plant, began to change all that, as the rcla-
tionship between worker morale and productivity began 1n
be explored. The idea that management could be humane
without dropping production was 3 revolutionary idea
which moved into higher education mose stowly than it
moved into industry, and neither form of organization has
totally accepted the idea today. Indeed, there is consid-
crable evidence that participatory governance is cffevtive in
only a limited range of situations, and is cxtremely detri-
mental in others (1) There is more concern todey, both i
industry and higher education, for adjusting the stiuetures
of the unit o the functions that unit is striving to zchieve,
The unit with a highly ambigeous mission, such as a basic
research center, tends to rnrive on “flat™ participatery
gover,  ce. while the manufacturing unit making thou-
sands of identical items aoes not, Some people have also
come to believe that the fundarents’ analogy between the
industrial model -the onigin «f most vrganizati~nal theory
and research and higher education may be cither mis-
leading or fundamentally erroncous,

The ceming of age of the American faculty member has
been well documented elsewhere, but it is worth mention-
ing that the major changes in faculty puwer teok place by
acogetion, or rclatively slow additive changes, while the
stident entrance into the power arena in higher education
has vome with great rapidity. dating only from the b gin-
ning of the sixtics (14.15,29). During this period of in-
creasing student power and influence, there was a coree-
sponding increase in the influence and control of cducatton
by statewide comnissions of higher education, boards, and
“superboards.” Indeed. one aspect of virtually every
dimension of contemporary American life is that increased
enthority is going to the siate-devel supersystem, while more
power is going to the people (at Jeast o some of the
people). During the sixties. boards of trustees have baconw
slightly more diverse in terns of race. sax, social class and
occupation. but in most casc+ the diversity is so small
wormnan, one black- that it inwpiies patronization {15).

GHIC

External agencies

During the twentieth century. we have witnessed o greal
growth of the influence of external agendies on educaticnal
policies. Included hete must be the federal governm nt.



learned socicties, special interest groups such as the
American Council on Education (ACE), American Fedura:
tion of Teachers (AFT), and American Association of
University Professors (AAUP), and the recent phenomenon
of consortia. These agencies, particularly consortia, often
exercise 2 subtle but pervasive influenc: on the internal
dynamics of nstitutional govrrnance, just as in eather
timies, a donor could dictate the policies of an institution
by threatening to cut oft funds. (Indeed, therc are contem-
poracy counterparts to Jane Stanford; wife of the founder
of Staaford University, who ran the place with an iron hand
after her husband’s death, even though it had both a presi-
dent and a board (190)). The influen:e of accrediting
agencies on institutional policy, although usually of a con-
servative sort, also cannot be denied. One of the stock
pieces of advice given to prec‘dents of new institutions is
“Do your experinienting affer you're arvcredited™. Along
with state tegislatuics and special interest proups, these
external agerci:s have severely restricted the freedom of
decisionmaking withia institutions of higher education.
And it will probably get worse with the advent of new
budgeting and management information systems, because
the technicians introducing these systems generally have no
sense of the human dimensions of governing 2 campus,
Unless we can train a bunch of switch-hitters who can
understand and broker the values of both the techinical and
husnan aspects of governance, the problera will ren:ain. All
of these prescures impinge directly on the president, who
increasingly finds himself responsible and accountable for
implementing and defending devisions made not by him but
by sotne internal or external agzncy over whicli he has had
very little influence. This paper will be limited to questions
of internal governance, even though the *“inside-cutside™
dichotomy makes less sense today, and one should properly
be concerned with the interacticn of internal and external
fe.ces. However, this voould require 4 book, not a paper.

Present realitices

The seventies have opened in a barst of experimentation
with diverse govarnance patterns and practices. But through
this diversity, seme common threads have emerged.

1. Thete scems to be, in somce student and faculty citcles,
declimiag interest in the concept of representation--a feeling
that participation means direct action o3 your own, not
votirg for someone to speak for you. The onc exception to
this might be the union locals which are able to represent
the faculty in salary negotistions: bui if industry is any
example, the wildcat strike - an expression of lack of faith
in representative leaders-may come to higher educatiun
unionism as well.
2. There is a move toward decentralization of many func-
tions, panicularly those directly refated to the educatinnal
processes. Whether authority and accountability have been
decentralized is another question which is much more
difficult te answer.
T @ s an increasing helerugeneity among groups
ERIC
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parlicipating in governance, and a slight trend {much pub-
licized) toward uricameral structures—single boards or
comnittees with equal representation of all concerned
groups. Thie campus serszte, with equal faculty, student, and
often adnunistration representation, is one example, zand
the unicameral board of control, as at Waterloo in Ontario,
s anather. To my knowledge, there is no truly unicameral
trustee board in the U.S., although a number of boards have
added one or two student and faculty membejships {6).
Otterbein’s plan calls for a rather powearful campus senate,
composed of equal numbers of students and faculty,
presided over by 1he president (201). Small colleges seem
particularly interested in unicameral concepts of govern-
ance.

4. Partly »° a consequence of soine of these innovations,
the role of the president as the only spokesman to the
board for on<amuus groups has shifted considerablv. In
McGrath's study of student participation, 175 of his 375
in=titutions reported that students sat in on trustee meet-
ings, although only a handful had given students voting
rights on the board (127). At Stanford, students serve on all
major committees »{ che board-with vote—although they
do not vote in the full meetings. The new American Civii
Liberties Union (ACEU) study (132) of student participa-
tion corroburates the McGratt, data.

5. There is a significant new concern for accountability in
governance, particularly on the part of the administrator
who implements policy decisions made by others

6. On some campuses, there js a decline of interest in the
“separation of powers™ implied by having an independent
faculty scnale and student senste or government, with no
linkages between thera. On most campuses that have moved
to a single campus senate or council. student government has
ceased to exist, and on ovihers one hears references to
*‘kiddie”™ or “sandbox” government in talking abtout the
student council.

7. Undoubtedly, the greatest single shift in the structure of
governance is unionism, both of faculty and teaching assis-
tants. (In Michigan, even community college administrators
have unionized). It is too early to appraise the impact of
this movenient, but after a perusal of some work rules con-
tracts, the most likely cons: quences scem to be greatly in-
creased pay and preaidy reduced professional autonomy for
the teacher. It is likely that unionization at the faculty
level, will hit all types of colleges by the end of the decade;
administrators may also organize, as they now have no
professiona' organization to speak for their interests.
Certainly a university campus at which the faculty.
swudenls, teaching assistant, and adminiitracors belong to
unions, and where the only interaction is through collective
negotiation, would be a very hard place to change. Both
vnionism ard broadly based campus senates are, cf course,
decreasing the authority of the faculty senate.

Befere proceeding to the analysis of several goveinance
maodels, it might be well 10 ook in shizhtly greater detail at
a few of the central concepts now in use, including account.
abitity, student participation, and the meaning of paiticipa-
tion ilsclf.
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There is a mavement afoot today in American education
which has some resernblance to the movement that took
place in American medicine immediately after the publica-
tion of the famous Flexner report (1910). Citizens are now
awate of the amount they are paying for educational
services, and ar. demar ding that educators justify their
requests for financial suppott in concrete ways. Account-
ability has a retributive ring for many educaturs: “When
they find out how little I'm doing for ihese students, 'l get
fired.” One seldom hears the reverse—that accountability
will Tead to greater rewards for the teacher’s successes.
Kingman Brewster, among others, has argued that students
cannot be held accouniable for the state of the campus --that
power o obligation is usually delegated from the board of
control to the president, as contained in the charter of the
institution (56,190). A few institutions, including Antioch,
have madificd their charters to give responsibility and ae-
countability for daily affairs of the campus to a group
representing students, faculty and administrators. Charter
modification is a possible reform, but one that 12kes a great
deal of time and energy to 2c.omplish, and might not be
worth il in some states.

The problem ot accountab lity 15 especislly perplexing in
avademic institutions fike coll*ges and universities, in which
the president is not considered the faculty’s boss, but rather
as a collcague—~the first ainong equals zccording to the
mythology of academe. In this sense, then the “chain of
command™ kind of accountability practised in military and
manufucturing burcucracics is probably inappropriate in
education where dezisions do not always go from the top
down. Indeed, the mast vital decisions-curriculum and
tenure- are genersted in the department aad move up

ACCOUNTABILITY

{14,15,16,18,29). On many campuses, the president or
dean is empowered simply to impletnent decisions mzde by
the departmenis or the faculty/campus se-zte. Thus, there
is & major problem: How do we hold an administrator
responsible or accosntable for implementing a devision
which he did not make? This problem is caused in part by
our insisterce on looking at governance as the process of
tnaking decisions without segard for the recipruacal process
of implementing then:. Accountability st encompass the
lotal process from policy fuormation to implementation.

Another difficulty with the issue of accountability is the
relative vagueness of most administrative reles in education.
{E.g., cxcept for ealing ard breathing. what activities do aff
people with the title of dean peiform?) In spezking of
accountability, we are speaking of a system of assessment
or evaluation that will teil us which people and groups are
doing their jobs and how wel. Thie process of evaluating the
performance of cducators is rather primitive st the
moment, although most campuses use such devices as
studenit evaluation forms, in-class observatons by col-
lcapues, and publications to decide which n.embers of the
faculty arc good enough (o receive tenure. But how do we
asscss the quality of administrators or, for that matter,
tudent decisionnickers in a campus senate? Should trustees
he exenipt from evaluation? [f not, what is te be done with
a frustec who is found wanting” How do we assess the
performance of a group rather t“an an individual, and
whom do we hold accountable if a grovp is not performing
weli? The concept of accountability will be meaningless
until we have some agreement on each campus aboul how it
should be zssessed and who should participate in the assess-
ment (25).

1V, STUDENT PARTICIPATION

When the decade of the sixties began, only a few colieges
and universities had moved (o diclude students in the
decisionmaking machinery of (he institution, and 1he idea
of aigh school and junior high students participating in
d-cisionmaking was unheard of. By the end of the decade,
the partivipation of college students on campus-wide
decisienmaking bodics had become the normal procedure,
accarding to McGrath, and some high schools had begun to
rcorganize (o perniit meaningful student participation in
the guverning of their schools (127}

The inajor argunicnts ageinst student participation run as
follows:

® Students are (oo young, to selfinterested, (oo naive
about polities and institutions.

® Students are present for too short a tinwe 1o be effec-
Vive.

e The student body s senerally o diverse to be well
represented.

® Colleges and universities are not cgalitarian
participation must te linited ta the best and most knowl-
cdgeable  people. Facully just plain know more than
sludents.

The arguments in favor of student particip tion are:

® 11 vducation is to have soniething to do with learning.
then the student is the only one who really knows when
cducation has 1zken place.

® Tcachers <on find out some things about student
learning by testing. but students often learn things the
teacher didn'tintend and therefore cannot test.

® Frorn studies, it appears that students are more con-
cerned about the quality of teaching than are cither admniin-
istrators of faculty.
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® Except for trustee membership and decisions on
teacher tenure, student participation lyas become accepted
in most colleges and universities.

® As members of the campus community, students are
entitled to citizership, and an sssential part of citizenship is
the franchise.

® With the average length of piesidential seavice now
hovering around $ years, and with faculty leave and sub-
baticals, students may have more years of continuous
servive than either faculty or administrators.

® According to the Organization for Economic Cuoy-
eraiion and Development {QECD). the movement to in-
crease student participation is worldwide (282).

Generally speaking, the trend toward student partic-
ipation is <!ear. The arguments in its faver are usually
persuasive, although in many specific circuristances other
factors may sway the balance. Also. once the move has
been made in a few places, studenis can use the classic
argument: “If they can do it at X school. why not here?”

Brief history of student participation

The history of student particigation is usually described
m standard sources as beginning with Bologna. But what
role did students play in Plata’s acadermiy? In American
higher education, tudents have been regarded primarily as
consumers, and thus nnt in1:rested in questions of govern-
ance. The pre-Civil War college was, in sociological ternis a
“tolal institution™--much like a jail or mental institulion, in
that it had nearly total control of the inmate's behavior.
These institutions were often placed 1n rural settings, not
particulatly because of opportunities for reflection and con-
temiplation, but for better control over the students. Social
patterns were much like those of the small rural town
where everysne knows everyone else. The land-grant insti-
tutions, particularly those in urbaz seitings, began an era of

toosened control over student behavior hy default {{90).
The commuter student represents a very different type of
responsibility, particularly if he can get on a subway
and disanpem. Inslitutional size brings anonymity und
transience, which ate both good and bad in their
consequences.

The beginning of the elective system in the Jate 1ine-
teenth century allowed students a much greater influence,
for they could vote with their feet. However, theirs was stil}
the passive role of the eansumezr, not the participant. In
addition, studeats i Eastern colleges formed “governance
roles outside the formal system. Thus, frazernities devel
oped because of the nstitution’s mismansgement of
dormiteries; literary <dubs and guilds because of uninspired
teaching and meagre library services {many of the clubs hud
far betler book collections than did the campus hbrary).
and inwervarsity athletics because of the college’s sule
irterest in cognitive matters. The president of Williams
wrale to the president of Amherst to ask if there were
anything that could be done about these developments; the
reriy was no!

Studenl governments began in earnest about the time of
the student personnel movement: and the dean of students
often served as watcdog and coordinator of student gov-
crnment activities. With few exceptions, students shicd
awidy from the major business ol caripus guvernance and
s;emed happy to select homecoming queens, school songs,
mottoes, and the senior class play. Ever more interesting,
students, for the most part, accepted this arrangement with-
out questior. In the sixties, however, things changed.
Honor systemns became popular, whichi sugpested thut
studeils took academic obligations seriously. This was, on
many campuses, a revolutionary notion, and resulted in the
creation of free universities and experimental colleges. In
the sixties student course evaluations and pass fail grading
systems also became popular angd increased the likelthoe:
of student partic’pation in mote s. riou. matters.

V. CHANGING CONCEPTS OF PARTICIPATION

Until very recently, Amenca was & nation governed
largely by the process of representzlion; that is. the
legitimacy of most public officials came fromn the fact that
they represented people who elected them. The job of the
clectorate was to do just that-elect people who could
represent their wishes and interests. This model could func-
tion well in an agrarian sociely whete rates of social change
were slow, pepulations remained Taitly stable and were
situaled mainly in small towns. But in an uiban, industri-
alized nation with rapid population shifts undergoing
“future shock,™ it is virtually impossible for any ofTicial to
say he is representing the needs of his expanded constit-
uncy.

(v

We have also been a nation organized under the notion
of rather strict separation of powers into execuiive, legisls-
tive and judictal roles and functic ws. The stress points i
these three systsms oceur mainly at their inteifaces n
jurisdictional  disputes, and frequently eoch plavs the
other’s role the Suprerse Court acts ke a chief exccutine
in erergizing the natic» about segregations the chicf exevu
tive acts like the Tsgisiature by creating legislation: and the
legisTature judges the constitutionality of certain issues.

These matters have impinged on campus govcrnance.
The traditicnal appsoach has been that committees and
senates make policy decisions and the administration im-
plements theny. Howeser, the sysem has never wally

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ha
-



worked this way, since the “separation «i prwers” doctrine
dues not apply to a collegial arrangzament. For example, the
actual administration of the academic program on maost
campuses is not in the hands of the administration, but is
implemented by the faculty working through the depart-
mental structure. The role of the governing board further
canpounds the problem, as they generally ncither decide
internal policy nor implement it. The separation-ofl-powers
doctrine is misleading when applicd to higher education
vnless we first have a cear idea about what powers and
functions are to be separated and why.

Basic to the question is the concept of participation. If
the president ¢an truly represent the faculty in mectings
with the board, there is little need for the faculty to be
present at board meetings. (Indeed, on many campuses,
thete is widespread feeling armnong faculty that the faculty
senate does not represent their personal views, inuch less
the peesident’s.) Students certair'y seem (o feel that ihe
student council docs not represent them, just as local
fraternities ha' 2 ceascd believing that the national office
can represent their views.

Ad hoc committees

Consequently, there is a parallel in higher education to
the concept of participation now ciceping into some com-
munily action programs--each man for rimsel! alone. with
“nje or no dependence on or layalty to groups. When a
group begins by saying “We, the members of the
community, demand ...” they are often speaking only for
themselves. In higler cducation similarly, the ad hoc task
force is now in vogue. it is made up of everyone interested
in working on a particular problem, and functions with the
understanding that the group will discand after the problem
is dealt with. Fach individual represents himsell, which of
col  decrcases the effectiveness of the group if the dif-
ferent selves cannot work toward common goals, which is
often the case. The cffectiveness of this new *‘community
action™ participation. style is also mitigated by the fact that
the group rejects o'ganization according to specialized
tasks. Specialization implies burcaucracy, which is a dirty
woid.

In my view, this anarchistic concept of “community”
participation will get us nowhere. However, the ad hoc task
force concept can work wll if people are loyal to the task
force and work collectively for its success, both in cities
and on campuses. 1t will fail in both placc if participation
does not allow the minimum level of centralization nec-
essary to aiake a group cffective in accomplishing its goals.
Some sacial cement is still nceded 1o create 3 group cut of a
collection >f individuals,

in certain sectors of American society and on certain
camguses, the concept of group coalition is creating many
new styles of participation. It is conceivable that when two
groups with reat differences in background and altitude
form a coalition, their impact cou'd be greater than that of

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a coalition of two groups with no major differences. In
other words, subgroup diversity can produce larpe group
solidarity. Many techniques are now being developed in
community action programs to encourage coslitinn. The
charette, a “pressure cocker” approach to community
coalition, is particularly interesting. Such devices may find
a place on campus if intemal divisions hecome great
enougi. Even now, gaming and simulation devices ure Deing
developed in educational situations to tsain people o adopt
more effective styles of participation. David Ricsman has
remarked that in joint mectings of automobile oy cutives
and facuity and administrators from higher education. the
industrial leaders rarely got a word in edgewise. Perhaps
because we in higher cducation have becoine such good
talkers, our taient in tne art of listening has not been fully
developed. Participation requires skill in botlt area-..

Ombudsmen

There is great inlerest on maiy campuses todz - in the
position - the campus embudsman, an individual who can

plaints, and who has the mobility to do something about
them (33,38.29). The ovinbudsman is. in ms view, a
symplom of a pathological organization, at leasl as far as
participation s concerncd. Just as a surgeon must cul away
the calaract for the palient to see, so the omhudrran must
cut away cerfair  vanizational blocks that impede the ac-
cessipility o7 invohanaent of others. IF the eye is working
unimpeded by cataracts, You Lave no need lor a surgeon: il
the governance system is working well, you have no need
for an ombudsmzn. It may be a problem of size, in that
when organizations reach some sort of “critical mass” (not
easily defined i terms of numbers), the ability of indi-
viduals to participate in matlers concerning them rapidly
declines (120,2,5,19,40). There are considerable data to
support the contention that the smaller the size of the
organizational unit, the greater the amount ol individual
participation. Even though students often say, “1 want 1o
go to a big campus just because there wilt be more things (o
do,” the fact is that the student on a sma'l campus will
participale in more activities than the student on a large
one.

Decentealization

After discussing particination and the impact of size. the
next logical step is to codider ways in which organizations
can do something about the sudden discovery that they
are toa large for effective pariicipation of individuals. The
enormous public university structures that will be the major
patiern for tfomorrow will nat go away. They will continue
to be vulne able to disruption, since 30 leaders on a canvpus
of 30.000 students can find 500 pcople who will support
almost any cause, and 500 is enough to produce a great deal



of trouble, particularly if it is a different group of $00
people on a different issue every week.

Although it is after the fact, the best hope for such
institutions (and perhaps for all institutions} is to consider
various ways to decentralize governance functions in those
areas directly atlscling the quality of the participanis’ lives.
Consider as an analogy the problem of class size. If one
objective of a course is the personal encounter of student
with student and student with teacher so that they can
“rub off on each other,” then the course raust be limited to
about 15 students. If the primary function 01" a course is to
communicate objective information to which the student
does not have to react, and to do so in the most economical
way, then the sky is the limit and classes of 1,000 and over
are feasible. (Whether this kind of class should be elimi-
natad and replaced by technological methods is a question
ou.»ide the bounds of this paper.} But given these two ex-
tremes, a class of 50 is precisely the wrong size for both
objective—it is too big for interpersonal contact, and much
too small for economical imparting of informatior.. Qur
governance structures generally resemble the class of 50
students (126).

Redesigning existing institutions so that their governance
can be both smal! and large simultaneously is the necessary
task. Current writing on decentralizalion expresses the
naive hope that the university will go away. Even if the
cluster college concept (which has not caught on in a larg?
way) were to dominate, a university of 30 autonomous
campuses is still a university —there must be linkages across
the colleges, and recipracily between parts and whole.
From the example of class size, we can say thal the ideal
governance structure would be a system in which decisions
affecting individuals’ lives and commitments would be
made in the smalles: possible units, while matteis of fogis-
tics and support services would be made in the largest con-
text available, possiiiy tapping iri.0 national networks.

Decentralization of everything is certainly no solution to
the probleras of governance. Selective decentralization
might be at least a step in the right direction. For exarnple,
1nany campuses now practice what could be called “'general
education by the tegistrar’s office,” in which the cur-
riculum of most students is Jetermined to a large degree by
cortain requirements in peneral education, This area should
be decentralized immediately Lo the level of the individual
student and Lis faculty advisor. Standards for student social
conduct are already being decentralized to the level of the
individuel dormitory, just as faculty promotion and tenure
decisions have been decentralized to the departmental level.

This kind of selectivity could modify our governance
systems in a minner that would increase an individuals
trust and loyalty. noi to the huge supportive siper oigani-
zation of the tolal universily, but to the subunit in which
he is irnvolved. The trick is to begin thinking in terms of
these two urganizationa! scales -the very Jargs and the very
gnall facitarcously. Ideallv. the individual should bz

provided with a social structure toward which he can give
affection, energy, and loyahy, and with a macronetwork
for goods ard services. If we are to accept this model for
the future, then the development of a whole new breed of
adnunistrators who can think and feel in both humane and
logistics spheres at the same time is Jrgently nceded. They
will be, in the best sense of the term, cultural brokers,
communicating the needs of each organizational dimension
to the other,

Governance roles

Anyone perusing the governance literature will be
struck by the tiny number of studizs dealing with the way
in which key people in governance perform their roles. The
number of studies on campus presidents can be counted on
one hand with a finger or two left over (54,55,58,60,64).
Earlier books wrilten about thc presidency are based on
opinion rather than carefully collected evidence. There is
one large scale study of trustees. the data from which have
been interpreied by two different authors (47.48.51,52).
There are several interesting studies of academic deparl-
ments and departinental chairmen and how they operate
(74,80,81,82.583,84,90,91,93.94,95,97), and a few studies
of student personnel officets. There are studies of numbers
of students involved in governance, but almost nothing on
how these students participate. And although on almost
every campus the business officer, because of his budgetary
control, is accused of making academic decisions he has no
right to make, the process whereby this does or does not
take place has never been systemalticaily studied.

St 1dies of this sor( are difficult to perform. If a business
manager is making a lot of academic decisions by saying
“yes to one idea and “we can’t afford it™ to another, he
will not be overjoyed at the prospect of being interviewed
about it; and his president will be evea more upset at the
idea of making clear his relationship with the business
officer. But it is the process or proce:ses of governance in
which our ignorance is greatest. For example, contem-
porary inlerest in large scale management information
systems (MIS) for higher education completely neglects the
way in which people in campus governance aclually go
aboul their jobs. As a consequence, the “systems™ pe.ple
who are to implement the MIS package encounler great
difficulty because of their riiimal understanding of (and
maybe interest in) the area of governance. MIS has been in
operation at Berkeley longer, perhaps, than on any cainpus
in the country: yel knowledgeable people usually assure
the system is not working, since it takes no account of the
academic values or kinds of processes descrit 2d by Foote
and Meyer, that actually make the university run (258). If
MIS is ever to function effectively, the creaiors will have to
establish linkages between managemert systems and govern.
ance processes Few such linkages are curtently being
plznned.
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Faculty senates

Management studies tend to be weighted against the role
player. For example, McConnell and Mortimer’s study on
faculty senztes conclude with this sort of indiciment:

lack of deference to or delegation of authority, exclusion or
“token’ represcntation of researche-s, students and in some
cases a@ministrators, lack of accountability, gladiaterial par-
ticipalion patietns. seniority on commiltees, occasional
imbalances among disciplines, subjective standards for com-
mittee .nemborship, informal politicization and occasional
administrative imbalances all raise serious questions about the
continued viability of academic senates (91, see also 90,92).

The faulty senate is perhaps the best example of how dif-
ferent the governance of higher education is from induslrial
counterparts that provide us with most of our theory and
research. The notion of “colleagueship” has few parallels in
the world of industry. But, as studies show, the notion
seldom works well within the facully, primarily because of
stralifications based on age, rank, sex, and discipline. There
15 much evidence that some faculty senates deliberately
avoid certzin segments of the faculty. both in terms of
tepresentation on the senate 2ad in participalion on senate
committees (90,91,108,192). (In the U.S. Senale, this
process is referred to as “'geriatric oligarchy.”) Any outsider
who makes this point. however, is immediately accused of
ignotance of the faculty principle of collegiality. There is an
essential lesson here - researchers have been studyin; faculty
senates under the assumption that interaction patleins
ac aally were different from those of industry, while
cvidence suggests this is not so- that the “community of

VL.

A central thesis of this paper is that there is ro one
model of campus governance that js clearly superior for all
settings. Diflerent institutions attract different kinds of
people. Tmagine what would happen if the faculties and
student bodies of An‘ioch ard those of & fairly typical
nilitary schoo! er cellcge changed places for a week. The
Antioch students and faculty would find the rules of (12
military college intolerable, and the military students would
find the Antioch scene chaotic and uaproductive for thern.
Small institutions are different from large ones, private
from public, community colleges from univessities. How-
ever. it is possible that when each is working well, it has
«imilar characleristics, iust as a good boat, 3 good plane.
and a good ¢ 1 will have some things in ¢ormmoen although
thein steuctures are different.

scholars™ is consideradbly less than a futl-fle ‘zed conmunity
in many cases. )

Here may lie al least part of the answer as to why many
campuses have accepted faculty unionism as quickly as
they have, and with so little disturbance. At many, perhaps
even most, institutions ol higher education, the faculty
never did function as a communily of scholars; thus no
conflict with syndicalist values or styles was warranted or
necessary to establish faculty unions. Because much of the
writing on facully has been concerned with a few very
prestigious universities, we may have accepted the idca that
all faculties are that way. The truth may be that only a
smalt handful can be classified as cssentially “collegial™ in
outlook and loyalty, and they may be contained */ithin
only 100 of our 2.500 institutions of higher education. The
loss of professional autonomy through unionization -
which seems inevitable in view of the work rules contracts
now being signed--may be far niore of a problem for those
of us who write about higher education than it is for
faculty members. some of whom, as specified in the con-
tract, may be perlectly witling to take a 12-minute coffee
break, and leave the building only once duting the school
day. Certainly, it collegiality were the normal culture of
faculties, unionization would have taken much longer and
been much more painful than has, in fact, been the case.
Collegiality may indeed chajacterize a devignt facully
cultute, wnd Ihe professional autonomy und personal
responsibility engendeied by the colegial culture may not
be ardently desired by miost faculty members. And the
guild mentality - sutrounding, as it does, the rites and rifuals
of academic passage - probably cannot survive in the kind of
system of higher cducation prophetically described by
Clark Kerr as a “modified quasi-public utility” (Chronicle
of Higher Education, March 81971, p. 1),

MODELS OF CAMPUS GOVERNANCE

Shared authority

Although the concept of shared authority is a point of
view rathier than a model per se, it deserves special mention
because of ils ideolugical importance, particularly in terms
of the forcelul. analytical treatment it received in the
recently completed teport by Morris Keeton and his
colleagues for the American Association for Higher Educa:
tion (AAHE) (252 also sce Appendix A). 1o a large degrce.
the notion of shared authorily i one that could be apphied
to virtually any model of campus governcnce, as Jong as
respecl were given Lo the needs of various constituencies,
and ways were provided to make their wishes knpown and
heeded. Any siructure could function as a shared authorrty
systen if it met Keelon's four stipulations:
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1. It dealt with matters which were critically affected by
the work of the campus.

2. It provided skills essential to the work of the campus.

3. It recognized the need for cooperation of the cca-
stituency.

4, It recognized the rights of sponsors and providers of
resources.

‘t should be said that the major appeal of this cencept is
ideological; tha* is, there is precious little evidence thus far
that the concept of shared authority actually works. Like
the comment that Christiznity is fine except that i1 has
only produced one Clyristian, it may be that the notion of
shared authority requires too much magnanimity of us
humans. At any rate, it remains a relatively untested idea.
Because the allernatives to it, however, seenm to be more
negotiated factionalism or, on the other extreme, anarchy,
we should, perhaps, pi.- more heed 1o shared authority, zrd
make serious attempts to build it into our revised govern-
ance structures, even without empirical justification for its
success. Campuses, both large and small, report that the
increased sens: of trust engendered by the idea of a broadly
based camgpus senate makes establishment of some
authority-shating mechanism possible.

“Classic-tall” mod.!

“vhen one thinks of Max Weber's classic descriptions of
burzaucracy, one thinks of an organization based on a
rational arrangenent between positions, not individuals, on
an organization chart. Hierarchy is fenctional, and each
increase in vertical position on the hierarchy increases one's
power over thase below. All relationships are based on
superiority and subordination, and there is no ambiguity
concerning the status of each position in relation tc others.
Individuals who occupy the positions are not the key to the
organization; the key is the positional hierarchy itself.

In higher education, “classic-tall” means power is con-
centrated in the governing board but delegated to a strong
clief executive. While he may allow the faculty 1o make
certain decisions, it is always at his pleasure, and he can
revoke their decisions immediately if he disapproves.
Students, who are secen as passive recipients of the cur-
riculuin of “classic-iall” campuses, ate naturally passive in
their rclationship to the governance of *he institution as
well. The on<ainpus authorily structure resemble. an
equilateral triangle with Lthe president at the lop. Fatterns
of initiation and communication as well as decisionmaking
are from the top downward. The budget js usually con-
sidered a confidential decument; deans and depariment
chairmen usually are famil:ar with their own allocations,
but have little knowledge about the rest of t!- budget.
Salaries represent alss a confidentia! understanding between
the piesident and each staff member. Facully and students
have no contact with the board of trustees at all, and no
intelligence can get from these “subordinates” to the
(;ustees except through Lhe good graces of the ¢ resident.

There was a time in this century when the “clessic-tall”
model was predominant in American higher education. In-
deed, it still exists in far greater numbers than one would
first suspect. Analysis of long-term trends suggest, however,
that its days ate numbered, at least as far as this particutar
cycle of social change is concerned. It ‘s still functional on
large and small campuses ir which the faculty and students
are passive, dependent upon a system of rules and rewards,
have few intrinsic motivations, an¢ little concern for per-
sonal autonomy, We will probably continue to use this
model on some campuses az leng as there is 3 sector of our
society who desire cclleges to produce senjurs who are
identical to what they were as freshmen, except for in-
creased age.

Bicameral or unicameral representafive assembly

The bicameral model usually cens. ts (in tbeory) of
facvlty and student senates, with a negotialing group to
work out difterences in recommendations, much like joint
senate-house committees in Washington. Its format involves
a separation of powers- faculty render unto the faculty
things that are faculty’s and the students do the same. Fach
senate has a certain amount of autono.ny. But if their only
authority is to inake recommendations to the adminis-
tration, then the problem mentioned carlier ol the gap
between decisionmaking and implementing is unsolved und
critical.

The campus council or senate is a unicameral body
representing faculty and students on equal terms, cften
including administralive representation. These central coun-
cils often begin as advisory for communication purpuoses
and end up making many decisions. There are now at least
300 such cenlral campus councils or senates. In onc sense,
these councils viclate the concept of renaration-of-power,
but they have a befter chance of forming a link between
decistonmaking and implementation. since all phases of the
processes are visible and those respunsible for cach segment
are accountabie. This model secms v ¢ efficient in many
ways than the paraliclstructure committee pattern of (he
strict separationist instiluticns-a student conumittee on
student discipline, a faculty committee on student disui-
pline, an administration emmittee on student discipline.
etc. In general, the comparisons with (he federal govern-
ment are not very helpful in campus governance; there is
only one real supreine court. The unicameral counvil alsw
has the advantage of making the best use of talent-students
may serve very wet: in leadership roles on some questions,
faculty on others, administration on others. Leadeship can
be mote situational and less monolithic. (See Appendic A
for examples of a bicameral and unicameral model.)

lie open hearing

One inleresting idea which has widespicad applivabaliny
is the vpen heaing. Under this arnangenient. cach group
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must submit proposals to an open hearing hefore they are
presented to the decisionmaking body This means that
even if the campus council is small, everyone who wishes to
speak on an issue has a chance to do so. This makes the
campus council, or any other form_ more responsive to a
larger selection of points of view. Some insdtutions are
even stipulating that the open hearing is the only ferum
allowed. After the hearing, the council makes a recom-
mendation to the faculty, administration, ov student gov-
ernment. No debate is permitted, only a vote of yes, no, or
return to committee. This makes for short faculty meetings

in any size instituiion! (See Appendi:: B for an example of

a model 10 reduce decisionmaking steps.)
Communitarian model

This model is usually based partially on a “town
mweeting’ of either all the m. abers of the comnunity
n.en including ifaculty wives, secretarial, clerical ard
maintenance persotael, etc) or their representatives. In
some cascs, this body actually makes decisions on matters
of policy; in others it is simply an open hearing to allow
everyone (o air his views, after which a smalles group
decides. Both approaches have been used it some experi-
mental colleges since the 1930s. Generally, massive groups
such as the community meeting function well in adversiiy
only. If a decision has to be made which does not affect
individuais directly (e.g.,a change in invesiment pelicies
from a 'ower blue<chip stock percentage to a higher invest-
ment in real estate trust funds), the community tusnout
will be small indeed. Because yarticipation is severely
modified by self-interest, major questions which do not
impinge directly on individua! lives are often keft in limbo.
Also, it is not clear that a place can be governed entirely by
instant referenda. It is hard to tell who belongs in the com-
munity and why-if janitors are in, why not jaritors’ wives,
since faculty wives are in? These questions often take as
much tine as substantive discussion.

One appealing, yet threatening, definition of the com-
munity of a given campus is: “The community consists of
those who teach and those who learn.” This model seems
most appropriate for small, residential colleges with a
student body of around 1.000 to 3000, and will proctuce a
“community” of 1,700 to 4,000.

Urban community model

This model—patterned on Ccean !{ill-Brownsvilic in New
York-~is being talked about for urban institutions, and in-
velves participation of members of the city community
who live in the immediate surroundings. In this structure,
the essential critedon for variicipation is geographical
those who live in a certain area are affected by the campus
and should have a say in what happens. Thiz would n.can
that high sciioo! 2gu youth as well as college students would
be engaged in governance. At the moment. no instituticn is
fully given over to this approach, but Coiumbia, Chicago
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State and Federal City College, as well as some community
colleges, are exploring the coucept of full community par-
ticipation in the governiug of the institution. [t seems that
the campus must stop being a social problem before it can
solvz social problems. Community colleges probably lead
higher tducation by having strong commuunity representa-
tiont on their governing boards, but seldom have youth heen
rzpresented on these boards. Many urban school systems
are moving in this direction.

Ad hoc¢ or “klecnex" model

Students often seem to like this style of participation.
When a .r.olem arises, everyone who is interesied enough
to work on its solution assembles. leadership and tasks are
chosen, the problem is tackled and either resolved or net. at
which point the group disbands. Whzt could be more ap-
propriate for American society than a disposable system of
governance? The voncept ascumes that most standing com-
witlees, even with no functions, will create enough work to
justify their continuation, and that groups must be forced
to disband after completion of a giver task. It remains (o be
seen whether such task forces can exist without ¢entralized
authority monitoring their every move. (The evidence from
Columbia Community Collegz and elsewhere is still vague.)
There probably rmust be some central administration to
handle necessary continuing functions. Task forces are crisis
oriented. since only a crisis would cause ane to De created.
and they tend to attract what Mortimer has called the
“pladiators™ (9091).

Such 2 model is really not a model for student partic-
ipation as such; indeed, students could be shut out of
important iswues, especially by the faculty. if it simply
decided that no meeting needed to b> called or no task
force established. This model works more cffectively in
smaller institutions, both public and private; furthermore,
pubdlic schools could use it as a problemsolving device.

Student syndicalist model

This model has as its major proposition the netion that
student unious can provide a powe: dase for students not
contingent on the whims of eitaer faculty or administra-
tion. In its 1ost extreme form, it could emai' a natjonal
legislative act estabiishing a student union for all studenis
with compuisory membership. (Studenthood would become
a closed shop). All of the typical taciics of labor-
management relations, irom stiik 5 to lockouts, would be
available, along with compulsory atbitration. coolingcfl
periods, etc. This would give students a national power base
from which to influence policies on each campus, with or
without forr sl cen mittee participation. A modification of
this form would be Iike the French student syndicalist
model in which there ate thousands of small local Lninns
unable to organize eflicicntly at the national level, but
functioning effectively on certain local issucs.

The centrai problem with models of this type concerns
the protection of the rights of student minontics those
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who don’i want to join, those who want to go (o class when
a strike has been called, cte. At the moment, the law is nol
clear as to whether a student cas sue a college ar university
if it fails to offer the instruct:on he has paid for; one case
says yes, another no.

The syndicalist model seems pariicularly svitable for
targe, public universities enrolling able students. The pres-
sure factics v ould be less effective on a campus of 900
students where eve:yone knows everyone else. A certain
amount of political sophistication (at least a superficial
knowledge of Marx) would be necessary, as well as a general
knowledge cf mass societies and how they work. Based on
power taclics it is a radical model. and it assumes a lack of
trust across factions.

Implications of models

First. it should be made clear again that no ome of tne
models shetched in this paper offers a solution to problems

of governance on aif campuses. Structures of governance are
simply the means through which objectives of the institution
(assurning that the institution has objectives) can be at-
tained. But as so often happens, means have a tendency to
become ends. If we have a stake in the present organizaticn
chatt, we will strive Lo protect it, even though we may sece
that ancther forra of organization rnight better attain the
objectives. Because we become so involved with the struc-
tures. we lend to forget the functiuns they were meant to
serve. Structures are no better and no worse than the
people who operate within them. No structure generates
trust- only people can do that. There is precious little
knowledge in the behavioral sciences on the procesces
whereby interpersonal trust can be increased, although it is
probably one of our biggest problems as a scciety. If thee
is a single reason for this pervasive distrust, it is probably
that the size of decisionmaking units is too large to meet
the needs of individuals. We can at least do something
zbuut that, in both secondary schools and colleges.

vii. CONCLUSIONS

Because (his author has already developed his views on
the next decade of campus governance, this section will
consist of a brief comment 01 some needed research and
some speculations based on what has been said thus far.

First. . would seem that we are now in a state cf
genuine ferment in higher education, as is true of most of
the other social structures which comprise our culture. The
zocia' cement holding itctitutions together—the recipe for
which is two parts trust, one part loyalty, two parts self-
sacrifice, ont part lecdership-seems to be cracking every-
where. The d-~ade we are enlering will resemble the heyday
of ihe Progressive Education Association, during which
George Counts askcd the crucial question—Dare the Schools
Build a Vew Social Order? It scems clear that universities,
after leaping irto the fray in the affluent days at the close
of the sixties, are now retreating from the question, mired
in a retrenchment mentality that may last long afir the
economy begins an upturn,

But taix about options continues. The external degree,
the cluster coll:ge, the voucher system. team learning. dif.
ferenti ited staffing, behavioral objectives, the inner college.
the contract learning model, the mini<ourse, 4.14 calen-
dars, pecr counseling and teaching, the new divisiona! or-
2anizations, program budgeting and MI1S, new center: and
institutes, the college and/or university without walls-all
these and many more indicate a genuine concern for alter.
natives. The concern and the ideas do not seem to be dis-
appearing in this retrenchment era, just as dire predictions
of the demiwe of 500 colleges in the decade of the seventies
aw¢ not holding up The success of these innovations will
have great impact or academic systems of govetnance. For
e<ample, what if Sohn Hol('s idea of schools (shared by
Mir-hY hag,ns to calch on?
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Tor part of people’s lives, we tcll them that they can’t get out
of school. Once they are out, we tell them they can’t get
back in. Let people, of whatever .ge, use schools the way
they use libraties, going in if and when they want, for their
own purposes. All this talk about admissions requirements
anu standards has nothing to do with education or learning.
but only with institutional vanity. The ubtary, the theatre,
the lecture hall, the museum, do not test people at the door
to make sure Lhey are good encugh to use them. Why should
schools?

Such an “‘upen institution” (if that is not a contradiction
in terms) would require a vastly different kind of gov-
ernance, as the reade; can easily surmise. In the opinion of
the author, howeve:, such innovalive organizations and
styles will remain -varginal to higher education, at least for
the next decade.

Needed research

1. There is iittle tesearch to help 15 with Lie problem of
evaluaiing the effectiveness of one systern of governance
ove: another ¢t a given campus. Institutions now trying new
forms of governance ha e nuo way of knowing whether the
new structure is any hetter tiian the old. To perform such
research s by no means impossitle; instrument: now
operational, such as the Institutional Functioning Inventory
of Educational Testing Service (ETS} have major impli-
cations for this kind of reseatch (22 sce atso 2,3,13,37).

’John Holt, "'Some Thoughts on Fducation,” ¥dceniric, September/
October 1970, p.10.
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2. At tha mo.nent, much of the research on goveinance
consists of large scale attitude surveys, done without cor-
roborative interviews and field research to inake sme that
people behave & s their atiitude tests would indicate. Indeed,
there is some evidence that people do not behave consis-
tently with their attitude profiles. Research on governance
needs to develop ways of integrating different kinds of
data -(clinical and statistical, questionnaire and inter-
view, attitudinal and behavioral, factor analysis and
ethnography -which dea! with the saire phenomenon from
rnultiple perspectives.

3. Research on governance needs to be more useful to
practiti.ners. This can be accomplished by getting practi-
tioners involved in the research at the earliest stages of
problem delineation, rather than after the research is com-
pleted; and helping practiiioners to develop their own
action-research techniques so that they are less dependent
on professionals for evaluation. (The most meaningful form
of assessment is prabably sel{-assessment.)

4. There is a need for more studies of the roles played by
various actors in governance, as well as of (he processes by
which people perform these roles.

8. There is a need for hnowledge of the immedia:: and
long-term effect of participation 10 governance on those
who participate. Some have suggested that participation in
governance or large university campuses is one excelle it
way to produce campus radicals: the sxperience is so frus-
trating that students lose all faith in the system. The
hypothesis cries out for testing.

6. Rather than concentrating on decisionmaking, research
on governance should focus on the entire flow of behavior.
beginning with the initiation of the idea, the translation of
the idea into policy recommendations, their approval,
ratification, codification, impl:mentation, evaluation. and
modification. Unlike research, governance never stops.

7. More needs to be known about the effec:s of the rapid
shifting of power and authority away from on-campus
power centers to state and vederal sectars on the major
functions of institutions—teaching, learuing, and investi-
gating.

8 Rather than drawing on models of governance developed
by industry, we urgently need a sysiemalic theory of
campus governance which is indigenous to the campus. The
concept of unobtrusive measures can contribute to this end,
as can some structural-functional analyss. particularly
emphasizing latent function analysis. For example, what are
the latent functions of the grading system for teachers in
terms of enhancing their self-image, power, status. and
impertance?

Some of this research will not be considered “proper.”
Purists will find it dirty, and will not want to share their
Olympian heights with the practitioners and their pedes-
trian ways. Graduate students who suggest such research
strategies for dissertations may Fave difficuities with their
committees. Proposals based on (hese notions may not get
past teview panels. But. keeping 1 mind the impact of
more conventional research on governance practices, une is
struck with the next question: what is there to lose by
trying new ways?

Viil. BIBLIOGRAPHY

Every attempt has been made to make this bibliography
as useful 1o the reader as possible. Please refer to the cate-
gories i the biblicgraphy in order to find what you want.

Some qualifications are in order. This bibliography is not
absolutely complete. The 1etvant literature is so vast and
dispersed that a total bibliograpiry would be an impossible
task, But most of it is here, and certainly the most well-
known items are included. Some readers may be struck
with the smallness of the section on student protest. | have
confined citations to those studies which made more or
less direct relationships between protest and the on<ampus
system of governance. The bibliography leaves out the
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literatute on planning and statewide coordination, union-
ization of faculties, the operation of multicampus systenis,
and (he relationship of external to internal agencics. It also
largely ignores writings on the finance of higher education,

Most of the items listed under “Typical Institutional
Governante Statements™ are plans for the reorgaitization of
campus governance structu.es, They usuaily involve moves
toward some form of centralized, unicameral campus
council or senate, often with changes in patterns of
panicipation of boards of control. An attempt was inade to
include various categories of institution by size, type of
control, highest dectee, ete.
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Appendix B. A MODEL FOR REDUCING DECISIONMAKING STEPS
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